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REMARKS 

Claims 23-42 are all the claims pending in the present application. Claims 23-25, 27-28, 

31-34, 36-37 and 40-42 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as allegedly being unpatentable 

over Kitamura (Domain Name Auto-Registration for Plugged-in IPv6 Nodes, 

http://tools,ietf.org/hto^ dated 12/02/2002) in view 

of Borella (US 2003/0229697). Claims 26 and 35 remain rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as 

allegedly being unpatentable over Kitamura in view of Borella and further in view of Thomson 

et al (IPv6 Stateless Address Autoconfiguration, http://www.ietf.org/rfc/rfc2462.txt , dated 

December 1998, hereafter Thomson). Claims 29-30 and 38-39 remain rejected under 35 

U.S.C. § 103(a) as allegedly being unpatentable over Kitamura in view of Borella and further in 

view of Narten et al (Neighbor Discovery for IP Version 6 (IPv6), RFC 2461, 

http://www.ietf.org/rfc/rfc246 1 .txt dated 12/1998, hereafter Narten). 

§103(a) Rejections (Kitamura/Borella) - Claims 23-25, 27, 28, 31-34, 36, 37 and 40-42 
Claims 23-25, 27, 28, 31-34, 36, 37 and 40-42 are rejected for the same reasons set forth 

in the previous Office Action, and the Examiner adds new arguments in the Response to 

Arguments section of the present Office Action. 

With respect to independent claim 23, Applicant previously argued that the applied 

references, either alone or in combination, do not disclose or suggest at least, "wherein the first 

message is a neighbor solicitation (NS) message requiring a duplicate address detection (DAD)," 

as recited in claim 23. See pages 8-9 of Amendment dated July 11, 2007, In response, the 

Examiner now relies on the primary reference to allegedly satisfy this feature and asserts: 

In response to Applicant's arguments against the references 
individually, one cannot show nonobviousness by attacking 
references individually where the rejections are based on 
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combinations of references. See In re Keller, 642 F.2d 413, 208 
USPQ 871 (CCPA 1981); In re Merck & Co,, 800 F.2d 1091, 231 
USPQ 375 (Fed. Cir. 1986). In this case, the primary art Kitamura 
clearly discloses that dynamic update messages to DNS server can 
be used to register both IP address and domain name of a host 
using a Domain Name Auto-Registration mechanism described in 
the paper (p. 1, last par.); and the DNS updating process can be 
carried out using DAD neighbor solicitation (NS) messages (Fig. 
3). Therefore, DNS update message and DAD NS are similar 
processes and can be used together in registering both IP address 
and domain name of a host. 

In response, first, Applicant submits that in the previous Office Action Applicants were 
not attacking references individually. Applicants were simply responding to the assertions of the 
Examiner about what the respective references allegedly teach with respect to the claimed 
subject matter. 

Further, Applicant maintains the previously submitted argument, and submits that the 
Examiner is utilizing impermissible hindsight reasoning in coming to the conclusion set forth in 
the block-quoted paragraph above. That is, the Examiner identifies a DNS updating process in 
the primary reference Kitamura. Then, the Examiner alleges, without support in the reference, 
that the domain name server (DNS) updating process can be carried out using a duplicate address 
detection (DAD) neighbor solicitation (NS) message, and directs Applicants attention to Fig. 3 of 
Kitamura. Finally, the Examiner summarily states that a DNS update message and a DAD NS 
message are similar processes. However, Applicant maintains that one of ordinary skill in the art 
would understand that a DNS update message is simply used to update different addresses to a 
domain name server. A NS message, on the other hand, can check that a neighbor exists and is 
reachable. Further, a DAD NS message can perform the above stated operations of an NS 
message and also detect whether an address is a duplicate. At least based on the foregoing, 
Applicant maintains that claim 23 is patentably distinguishable over the applied references. 
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Yet further, to support the arguments above, Applicants submit the following. With 
respect to Figure 3 of Kitamura, Applicants submit that the destination of DAD NS message is 
NOT a "DNS server" but a "Detector". With respect to Figure 5 of Borella, Applicants submit 
that the destination of DAD update message 362 is "Domain Name Server 306". 

Applicant similarly argues that claim 33 is patentable at least based on reasons similar to 
those set forth above with respect to claim 23. 

Applicant submits that claims 24, 25, 27, 28, 31, 32, 34, 36, 37 and 40-42 are patentable 

at least by virtue of their respective dependency from independent claims 23 and 33. 

§103 (a) Rejections (Kitamura/Borella/Narten) - Claims 29, 30 t 38 and 39 
With respect to claims 29 and 38, Applicant maintains that these claims are patentable at 

least based on reasons similar to those set forth above with respect to claim 23. 

Applicant submits that dependent claims 30 and 39 are patentable by virtue of their 

respective dependencies from claims 29 and 38. 

§103 (a) Rejections (Kitamura/Borella/Thomson) - Claims 26 and 35 
With respect to claim independent claims 26 and 35, Applicant maintains that these 

claims are patentable at least based on reasons similar to those set forth above with respect to 

claim 23. Thomson does not make up for the deficiencies of the other applied references. 

In view of the above, reconsideration and allowance of this application are now believed 

to be in order, and such actions are hereby solicited. If any points remain in issue which the 

Examiner feels may be best resolved through a personal or telephone interview, the Examiner is 

kindly requested to contact the undersigned at the telephone number listed below. 
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The USPTO is directed and authorized to charge all required fees, except for the Issue 
Fee and the Publication Fee, to Deposit Account No. 19-4880. Please also credit any 
overpayments to said Deposit Account. 

Respectfully submitted, 



SUGHRUE MION, PLLC 
Telephone: (202) 293-7060 
Facsimile: (202) 293-7860 

WASHINGTON OFFICE 

23373 

CUSTOMER NUMBER 
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Diallo T. Crenshaw 
Registration No. 52,778 



Date: January 22, 2008 
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